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hA"bTTE OF; Ka"& tlooring Co. , Ic.

CI WS"T:

1. There Isno wclcal principi cm, tbick award may be disturbed
warely becausiebiddo rcy haverzbfitted below cout bid.
Moreover, reapoieibility for adlniutratito and enforcsent
of service Contract Act rests with Depart t of Labor and
not MA.

that .im ,,puie.GOdesve
2. To rejoct bid ca b'cin un-reasoably.yow wuld require deter-

nla tlon, th t bidaie'rwa v e or doesil 'A dc rnerview
protests gaint aifirmativea dterininatiomw of responmibility
by'eontracting 'officials exc pt ln-e s s of fr- ed or vte p-
plie tlon of'defluiciva reeponstblli q criteria *et forth in
solicitation.

3. Protest coutendas tiliat uuccaseiul bid of O.10 per sam-hour is
Doore pocv- in o'f TYJ previ \ dor'at "no charge"
or "3610", nourrospnulve is denied since it in.
apparnt frmo face of -bid that succesaful bidder did not,
in fact, bid "no charile" or "earo" and tbsma complied, ith

Jy letter inted Dec _ ber 3, '1976j MNaeec Ylooring Co., Inc.,
(Hase-) proteeted the award of a contract to Artim J recnian by the
Cmneral Services Adatnututition for carpet c1aanirg and installation
under Ovi-t-tton for bids (IY) s Fw -7C)Oml.

Mase contends: . (l)'that Darmal n'. bid of $0.10 per r hour
for arpet repairi end inatalliiloc is below the'minimum wuge deteraination
establiuhed by the Daeartueut of Labor puruuant to the Service Contract
ct of 1965, 41 U.S.C. 1 351 et a 'I(1970); snd'(2) Barsenian's bid

Is nonreepoomliein view of a proviiaion In the IDB that provided
"NO CLARCX OR A ZCR0 BID WIL MUM TOME Y0ID NomwEPONsrVE. "
Maecc cortende that Jareaesia'. bid of $0.10 per man-hour Is in effect
non charge" or "zero."
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With regard to Masaims first contention, itrim apparently
Mauua's argument that 3arasala will not be able to adequately perform
at its unreasonably' tv bid price. 'In thie regard, w ha". 'repeatedly
bold that we are aware of moalegal principle on the beats of which an
award may be precluded or disturbed merely because the DW bidder
submitted a below cost bid. Karadim Bros. Painting Co., Inc., 3-187524,
November 22, 1976, 76-2 ClD 4T4O.

We believe that to properly reject a bid a" being unreasonably
low would require a determination that the bidder in nut responsible.
In this vuin, our Office does not review protest. against affirmative
detenrinationr of responaibility, unless either fraud is shown on the
partv 1ofprocuring officials or where the solicitation contains definitive
reapopsibility criteria which allegedly have not been applied.
Karadis Bros. Painting Co., Inc., sunre.

Moreover, the re.nou5ihility for adinistration end enforcement
of the Service Contract Act resta with the Department of labor and
not with GAO. SfMCO Electronics, J-17152, August 31, 1976, 76-2
CPD 209.

With regard to MHasa's uecond contention, it in apparent froi the
face of its bid that BDrsnajan did not, In fact, bid "no charge" or
"zero," and thus compiied with the terms of the JFJ provision in question.

Accordingly, the protest is denied.

Deputy Comptroller General'
of the United States
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